The slipcover of this revised dissertation features an evocative photograph: a massive stone fortification wall standing before a mountain pass (also fig. 4 ). One might suppose that the structure in the foreground had something to do with the defense of Attica, the Dema wall, or the Boiotian War of the book's title. On the contrary, the photograph depicts not the Dema wall, but the north wall of the garrison fort at Eleutherai (Gyphtokastro), which Munn believes was built after the Boiotian War (169 n. 60). He claims that garrison forts like Eleutherai were intended as "passive" refuge centers and never served to defend Attica from invasion (15-25)-even though Eleutherai (among other forts) was built on the border in the fourth century and Munn argues that as a result of an innovative defense strategy, "Attic territory [was] virtually inviolate" and "Attic soil was never trodden on by an enemy army" between 378 and 322 (194-95). Eleutherai is some 30 km from the Dema wall and is not among the fortifications Munn wishes to associate with it. The jacket's visual miscue was certainly not meant to deceive, but it reminds readers to proceed carefully as they assess the evidence presented in this erudite and intricately argued military history. The slipcover of this revised dissertation features an evocative photograph: a massive stone fortification wall standing before a mountain pass (also fig. 4 ). One might suppose that the structure in the foreground had something to do with the defense of Attica, the Dema wall, or the Boiotian War of the book's title. On the contrary, the photograph depicts not the Dema wall, but the north wall of the garrison fort at Eleutherai (Gyphtokastro), which Munn believes was built after the Boiotian War (169 n. 60). He claims that garrison forts like Eleutherai were intended as "passive" refuge centers and never served to defend Attica from invasion (15-25)-even though Eleutherai (among other forts) was built on the border in the fourth century and Munn argues that as a result of an innovative defense strategy, "Attic territory [was] virtually inviolate" and "Attic soil was never trodden on by an enemy army" between 378 and 322 (194-95). Eleutherai is some 30 km from the Dema wall and is not among the fortifications Munn wishes to associate with it. The jacket's visual miscue was certainly not meant to deceive, but it reminds readers to proceed carefully as they assess the evidence presented in this erudite and intricately argued military history. The saltcellar might have been built into the wall after the first destruction of the nearby Dema house (per Munn's interpretation), but there is simply no way to know how or when the sherd got into the fill. Munn's date for the saltcellar is a quarter century earlier (no later than 375) than that proposed by the original publishers (mid-fourth century); his argument puts more chronological weight on a single sherd than it can bear. The handle and bowl fragments from the tower may date to the late fifth/early fourth century as he now supposes, but precise dating of such small fragments is impossible and they may be strays: in a preliminary paper describing the excavation, he himself suggested that the handle sherds might be sixth-/fifth-century strays. The saltcellar might have been built into the wall after the first destruction of the nearby Dema house (per Munn's interpretation), but there is simply no way to know how or when the sherd got into the fill. Munn's date for the saltcellar is a quarter century earlier (no later than 375) than that proposed by the original publishers (mid-fourth century); his argument puts more chronological weight on a single sherd than it can bear. The handle and bowl fragments from the tower may date to the late fifth/early fourth century as he now supposes, but precise dating of such small fragments is impossible and they may be strays: in a preliminary paper describing the excavation, he himself suggested that the handle sherds might be sixth-/fifth-century strays. Classical period (ca. 425-300) , but this will not prove his specific 378 thesis. He therefore seriously proposes that it is possible to derive a secure and precise date for a monument for which there is no textual and little archaeological evidence by a process of exclusion-when all other possible building dates have been disposed of, the one that is left (i.e., 378) must be the right one. This exercise depends on two very dubious assumptions: that our extant literary sources signal every possible occasion that such a wall might be built and that a modern scholar's own strategic sense can determine what ancient fortification-builders and generals "must have had" in mind at any given moment.
An example of this approach illustrates the difficulties. According to Munn, the Dema wall could not have been built in 339 because "it is unlikely that the possibility of defeat [of Athens by the Macedonians in Boiotia] would have been so openly admitted as to divert funds and manpower to a major wall-building project in Attica at this time" (121).
Yet by Munn's calculation, the project (the wall-which he regards as comparable to the Athenian Long Walls-plus several watchtowers) would have taken no more than a week. Since in 339 the Athenian army had been called up and was stationed at nearby Eleusis, funds to pay soldiers were already committed and the manpower readily available. Building the wall at this time would not have been a diversion of resources, but a rational use of soldiers' time. His "unlikely" is a bald assertion; no one can prove that the Dema was built in 339, but neither can Munn show that such a date is beyond the bounds of plausibility. Nor, for that matter, can he positively exclude a host of other possible dates: we simply do not know enough about the week-by-week details of what was happening in Athens and going through Athenians' minds for this precision-dating method to work. Munn buttresses his exclusionary argument by an appeal to strategic logic: any attempt to defend Attica against a foe capable of operating in Boiotia "must have" entailed building similar walls across the other northern passes. But this assumes that garrison forts were merely passive centers to which property could be evacuated. Munn's evidence for his passivity thesis is the interpolated decree at Demosthenes 18.37-38; he optimistically supposes that the (Hellenistic?) forger imitated the language of real (but now lost) Athenian decrees dealing with military emergencies (26 n. 55).
Slight ceramic evidence, when combined with historical and strategic analysis of the sort deployed by Munn, may point to a rough date for a monument, but cannot nail it down to a single year. 
